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times, and always in this form, and in this form it was always imprinted 
on her breast. But the Romans had no such cross. The defender of 
the visions, therefore, must attempt to show that the Jews crucified cer- 
tain classes of criminals, that the Jewish cross was of the form seen 
by the stigmatist, and that our Lord was crucified by the Jews, rather 
than by the Romans. 

Again, ecclesiastical tradition places both Golgotha and the sepul- 
cher in the Church of the Holy Sepulcher. But the distance which 
separates them in the visions of Katharina Emmerich is too great for 
this limited space. Hence the defender of the visions is compelled to 
show that either the one or the other is wrongly placed in the church. 
Accordingly he attempts to prove that, while the sepulcher is genuine, 
it has been cut out of the cliff of which it originally formed a part and 
removed to its present position. 

It will be observed that the theories of the author regarding both 
the cross and the tomb are hazardous in the extreme. It would scarcely 
be worth my while to state them, were it not for the fact that his effort 
to defend them, and thus to defend the visions of one whom he holds 
to have been a saint divinely inspired, has resulted in a book in some 
respects quite remarkable. He seems to have gathered, through long 
years of study on this one theme, all the testimony which can cast any 
light upon it, and the reader, though caring nothing for the visions 
which interest the author so greatly, will be thankful for a study of the 
cross and the sepulcher of Christ at once novel, able, and exhaustive. 

Franklin Johnson. 

The University of Chicago. 

The Lausiac History of Palladius. A Critical Discussion 
together with Notes on Early Egyptian Monachism. By 
Dom Cuthbert Butler. Cambridge : University Press ; 
New York: The Macmillan Co., 1898. Pp. xiv+298, 8vo. 
(Texts and Studies, Contributions to Biblical and Patristic 
Literature, ed. by J. Armitage Robinson, Vol. VI, No. 1.) 
$2.50. 

Palladius und Rufinus. Ein Beitrag zur Quellenkunde des 

altesten Monchthums. Von Erwin Preuschen. Giessen: 

J. Ricker'sche Buchhandlung, 1897. Pp. viii -f 268, 8vo. 

M. 12. 

Both of these works are intended as critical introductions to the 

history of the origins of monasticism, and both concern two of the 
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chief sources for such a history — the Latisiac History of Palladius 
and the Historia Monachorum. Both works contain critical discus- 
sions concerning the true form (text), authorship, date, and historicity 
of both sources, and on the original language of the Historia. The 
work of Preuschen, however, is from the standpoint of the Historia, 
the Greek text of which is included in the work, while that of Butler 
is from the side of the Lausiac History, to a Greek text of which, now 
in preparation, this volume is to be regarded as prolegomena. The 
works are, therefore, complementary rather than competitive in char- 
acter, and the authors, while they arrive independently at the rather 
important results which they offer in common, were able to afford an 
example of literary good-fellowship by an exchange of offices in the 
matter of material. Each acknowledges the aid of the other in his 
respective line. 

The chief result which they reach together is the delimitation of 
the respective documents. The commonly accepted form of the Lau- 
siac History has hitherto contained the Historia; i. e., the current 
Lausiac History equals the Historia plus "x." This has given rise to 
great critical confusion, which is now set on the way toward a clear- 
ing up by the independent discovery by Messrs. Preuschen and Butler, 
through a critical study of the text-transmission, that x equals the 
real Lausiac History. The current Lausiac History, therefore, equals 
the Historia plus the real Lausiac History. It is a capital example of 
the way in which the modern textual method tends to definite results. 
The sources were thoroughly discredited by their confusion in the half 
dozen or more Greek and Latin forms in which, in varying propor- 
tions, they were contained, and, as Preuschen says, the many hypothe- 
ses as to their relations "rather confused than cleared the problem." 
Both scholars saw that the only thread out of the labyrinth was that of 
the actual history of the text, and following this through the many 
manuscripts of the Greek and Latin forms, and through Syriac, Arme- 
nian (with the help of Professor Armitage Robinson), Coptic, etc., 
versions, they find that from the earliest recorded until comparatively 
modern times the Historia was never included in the Lausiac History, 
but that the Historia and the real Lausiac History were transmitted as 
independent works, and that, therefore, the current Lausiac History is 
a late redaction. 

With this untangling, than which nothing could be more simple, 
the foundation is laid for the establishing of a very considerable his- 
torical value for the sources, which have been hitherto regarded as 
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practically worthless or as " having the same value as Gulliver's 
Travels." In this result, too, both writers are agreed, and consider, at 
least, that these sources are " precious documents " (Preuschen), although 
Preuschen does not go quite as far as Butler in thinking them as far 
removed from romance as Sinbad the Sailor from Christopher Colum- 
bus. 

But while there is agreement on these two chief points, as well as 
many others, this agreement by no means extends to all details. On 
the question of the original form of the Historia Monachorum, and 
consequently on the authorship, the views are directly opposed. Preu- 
schen maintains a Latin original and the authorship of Rufinus (ca. 
402 A. D.), while Butler holds to a Greek original (by "Timotheus," 
ca. 396 A. D.), and a translation by Rufinus (400-410 A. D.). Both 
agree in rejecting Amelineau's hypothesis of Coptic originals. While 
this point does not affect the chief result, it is a matter of a good deal 
of academic interest, at least, and has some practical bearing on the 
final settlement of questions relating to the value of the sources. If 
the authorship of Rufinus were established, it would give definiteness 
to an estimate of the historic value of the document ; but unfortu- 
nately, or fortunately, Butler's reasoning seems conclusive against this 
and for an original Greek whose text is transmitted to us in five lines : 
(1) the Latin version, (2) Sozomen's abridgments, (3) and (4) two 
Syriac versions, (5) extant Greek manuscripts. 

The loss of Preuschen's critical contention adds, however, to the 
value of his book, since the text of the Greek Historia becomes the 
editio princeps, not of a translation, but of the original work — for it is 
the true first edition, in spite of the fact that the bulk of the work is 
contained in the Long Recension of the Lausiac History, and that the 
remaining fragments were published by Cotelier. The whole work, as 
a work, is here printed for the first time, and the book is, therefore, 
the only exhibition of one of the two chief sources of the history of 
monachism in Egypt. It is, therefore, essential to every student of 
early church history. Butler's forthcoming text of the Lausiac His- 
tory, on the other hand, while it will not be a princeps, will be almost 
equally welcome with that of the Historia, from the fact of the com- 
parative inaccessibility of the single edition of its ungarbled form 
(Leyden, 1616). The net result of the textual portions of the two 
works will be, therefore, the text of both the chief sources of Egyptian 
monasticism (one hitherto practically unedited, and the other inaccess- 
ible), each exhibiting a document so clearly discriminated from hitherto 
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confusing material as to have practically the value of a newly discov- 
ered document. 

As to the value of the texts themselves, per se, it is safe to say that 
they are or will be excellent, though not final. In each case the text 
will have been founded on extensive and adequate text-critical mate- 
rial. In the matter of manuscripts, Preuschen enumerates some thirty 
containing the Historia, and sixteen more containing the Lausiac His- 
tory and perhaps also the Historia. Of these the editor has himself 
seen nineteen. Butler's description of manuscripts is comparatively 
meager, and full treatment is probably reserved for the volume of text. 
He gives, however, sundry lists of known manuscripts of various ver- 
sions, which are not given by Preuschen, and which are, therefore, a 
positive contribution to .the bibliographical material. 

The material of neither one is, however, absolutely exhaustive. It 
is possible to add several manuscripts to at least the Greek, Latin, and 
Syriac lists, and some of the catalogue material which might have been 
taken account of, but was not, is most suggestive ; e. g., the various 
catalogues of Abyssinian manuscripts, which exhibit the work of "Phi- 
lexios" (which appears much like the Syriac of Anan-Isho), translated 
from the Syriac into Arabic, and from Arabic into Ethiopic. One 
might also with some reason look for a personal examination, on Preu- 
schen's part, of more than nineteen out of the forty-five known Greek 
manuscripts. On the whole, however, it is a matter, not for regret, but 
for positive congratulation, that Preuschen has not waited to exhaust 
entirely his manuscript material before publishing his text, and it is to 
be hoped that Butler will not postpone his text long on this or any 
account. It is much better to have a good text now than a more 
exhaustively prepared, but perhaps no better, one by and by ; and every 
student must be grateful to these two scholars for the extensive mate- 
rial which they have gathered, and their extremely able discussion of it. 
It is getting more and more clear with every year of advancing textual 
criticism that the fundamental problem which underlies all historical 
questions relating to the ancient world is a textual one, and that the 
problem which underlies textual problems is in large measure a bib- 
liographical one. "Adequate texts, the essential prerequisite to every 
historical judgment; and adequate material, the essential prerequisite 
to every text," is the motto of present-day investigation. 

It may be said that, for general adequacy of treatment, both writers 
— the one German and Protestant, the other English and Catholic — 
exhibit alike the most modern scientific method, and individually a 
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high degree of ability in gathering material, of penetration in its 
analysis and judgment, and of logical acumen in constructing results 
from material. It may be due to the difference between the spirit of 
the German and the spirit of the English university (certainly it seems 
natural enough) that Preuschen rather excels in the orderly gathering 
and display of his material, Butler in closely reasoned argument. But- 
ler's work is an extremely brilliant piece of clear and conclusive argu- 
ment — which is not, of course, saying that the results will infallibly 
stand. Dom Butler is one of the fruits of the recent "open-door" 
policy of the English universities ; and neither Cambridge University, 
the Benedictine order, nor the Roman Catholic church has reason to 
be ashamed of this work. 

Ernest Cushing Richardson. 
Princeton, N. J. 



Les Moines de Constantinople, depuis la fondation de la 
ville jusqu'a mort de Photius (330-898). Par l'abbe E. 
Marin, docteur es lettres, professeur a la Malgrange. 
Paris: Librairie Victor Lecoffre, 1897. Pp. xx-f-546. 
Fr. 10. 

The Abbe Marin has filled an important lacuna in ecclesiastical 
history by this learned monograph on " The Monks of Constantino- 
ple." His own bibliography shows that the literature of the subject 
is by no means meager ; but no other work, within the knowledge of 
the author, or of the reviewer, covers anything like the same ground, 
or brings together in anything like so complete a manner and so con- 
venient form the available materials. It was something of a disap- 
pointment to the reviewer to fail to find any evidence that the author 
had visited Constantinople and prepared himself for his task by inde- 
pendent research in the libraries of the surviving monasteries and 
among the archaeological materials that remain. Such research, if 
conducted by an expert in archaeology and palaeography, could hardly 
have failed to add to the value of the book. He has contented him- 
self with bringing together and vivifying with his own personality and 
charm of style the researches of others. He seems to have. used freely 
and effectively the Byzantine literature produced by and pertaining to 
the monks of Constantinople, to have fully utilized the copious French 
literature, and to have made considerable use of the German works, 
especially those of Catholic authorship. But he has neglected some 



